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INTRODUGTION

Drawing from the fields of education policy, school redesign, organizational change, leadership
development, and program evaluation, the New England Secondary School Consortium's High
Leverage Policy Frameworkis a detailed exploration of education policy from rationale to development
to implementation. By taking into account the larger social and political “ecosystem” in which policy
is formed, written, and implemented, this tool provides policy makers and educators with a step-by-
step framework they can use to identify and develop effective, high-impact policies in their states,
districts, and schools. Using a common definition of high-leverage policy—i.e., policies that not only
increase educational equity, aspirations, achievement, and attainment for all students, but that also
generate positive change throughout the educational system—the Framework is a first step toward a
more holistic view of education policy, and more thoughtful and sustainable guidelines for learning in
the 215t century.

The Framework draws upon research on policy formulation, implementation, and efficacy, and it is intended
to serve as a guide for policy makers and educational leaders working to enact transformative change in
public schools.

During the development of this tool, the Center for Education Policy Analysis surveyed the research
literature on large-scale policy implementation and its impact on school reform, and the Framework is
designed to be a practical tool for applying this research in realworld policy development. The Center
also validated the Framework with school-reform specialists, state education agency staff, district
administrators, and secondary educators from Connecticut, Maine, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and
Vermont. Please contact the Center for a more complete description of the methodology.
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The High Leverage Policy Framework was created to guide policy makers and educational leaders
as they develop new policies or refine existing laws, rules, and regulations. The tool's robust analytic
framework provides a first-of-its-kind, step-by-step process for analyzing and developing education policy.
It is designed to be accessible, user friendly, and practical.

The definition of “high leverage policy” used in the Framework is intentionally goal-oriented, focusing
on desired outcomes and the processes that will attain those outcomes. Keeping the end goal at the
forefront of policy development is critical to policy design and implementation.

A high leverage policy:

1. Increases academic aspirations, achievement, or attainment for all students.
2. Promotes greater equity in learning, performance, or life outcomes for students.
3. Generates positive ripple effects throughout an educational system.

The first two outcomes focus on the results that matter most—the benefits ultimately experienced
by students. These outcomes may include measures of achievement reflected in standardized state
assessments, but they also move beyond test scores to include broader indicators of effective learning
and educational attainment. The third outcome illuminates another critical dimension of “high leverage
policy"—that it is a catalyst for systemic improvements in districts, schools, and classrooms. If a policy
affects only a narrow feature of the educational system, it is not considered to be high leverage.

The above definition asserts that high leverage policy does not simply improve learning, achievement,
and attainment for some students, butincreases educational equity for students of all social backgrounds
and ability levels, including those who have been historically underrepresented at the postsecondary
level. Again, the positive ripple effects of a high leverage policy should not be constrained to a small
subset of students, but should be experienced by every student in the system.
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The High Leverage Policy Framework (FIGURE 1) recognizes that myriad political, contextual, and human
factors inevitably influence whether a policy will produce the desired results: systemic, sustainable
improvements in districts, schools, and classrooms that will have a direct and positive impact on student
learning and educational outcomes. While accounting for these realworld influences, the Framework
identifies three critical success factors essential to effective policy development: LEVERAGE POINTS,
DESIGN FEATURES, and IMPLEMENTATION CONTINGENCIES.

The interrelationship of these three factors has a substantial influence on the success of a policy. By
considering new and existing policies in the context of larger educational, social, or political factors, the
Framework helps policy makers design thoughtful guidelines and procedures that achieve a synergistic
balance with other elements of an educational system or school, from organizational models and
classroom practices to student needs and community demographics.

FIGURE 1: High Leverage Policy Framework
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LEVERAGE POINTS: The intended objectives of an educational policy or the entry points within the
educational system that policy makers desire to influence. A LEVERAGE POINT can be a performance
goal (reducing achievement gaps, enhancing personalization and student engagement, increasing
college preparation and enroliments) or a feature of the educational system (teacher-quality regulations,
grading and assessment practices, graduation requirements).

DESIGN FEATURES: The intentional, predetermined features of a policy—both written and
unwritten—as it was initially crafted. DESIGN FEATURES may include the specific language in a
statute, guidance on how a policy should to be enacted, the requirements for compliance, or the
implementation timeline.

IMPLEMENTATION CONTINGENCIES: The contextual factors and foreseeable contingencies
that may arise during the implementation of a policy and influence how it is interpreted and enacted.
IMPLEMENTATION CONTINGENCIES include potential conflicts with existing policies, the success or
failure of similar policies in other states or districts, potential disconnects between policy mandates and
the feasibility of compliance at the local level, or the capacity of the authorizing agency to monitor and
support effective implementation.

SYSTEMS CHANGE refers to transformative actions that produce organizational and pedagogical
innovations, which in turn positively affect the quality of student learning, opportunities, and outcomes.
As illustrated in FIGURE 1, the interrelationships among a policy’s success factors influence the degree
to which the policy will result in positive systemic changes. Specifically, systems change can be defined
as transformation that:

= Shifts the fundamental structure, practices, or culture in districts, schools, and
classrooms, and which, in turn, positively influences the relationship among teachers,
students, and curricula (Cohen & Ball, 1999); and

= Generates ripple effects throughout an educational system by positively influencing a
variety of policies, practices, and programs.

POSITIVE STUDENT OUTCOMES refers to higher educational aspirations, achievement, or
attainment; enhanced learning opportunities and instructional quality; and greater equity in learning,
performance, or life outcomes for students. As shown in FIGURE 1, the overarching goal and motivating
rationale of policy development and systems change is significant, measureable improvement in student
outcomes. Examples of student outcomes that policy makers might aspire to achieve include mastery
of 21t century learning skills, higher graduation rates, or increased postsecondary enroliment and
completion rates.

THEORY OF ACTION refers to the undergirding logic, beliefs, and assumptions that describe what
a policy will produce and how it will achieve its intended objectives. Specifically, the theory of action
describes what policy makers believe to be the relationship among the leverage points targeted by
a policy, the features of a policy’s design, and the contingencies that might arise when a policy is
implemented. The theory of action should also address how, specifically, policy makers believe a policy
will lead to positive systemic changes and improved student outcomes.
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The High Leverage Policy Framework invites policy makers to ask important questions about a proposed
policy and its theory of action: What is the policy’s guiding rationale? What evidence suggests that the
policy will be effective? What has worked or not worked when similar policies have been implemented
elsewhere? What research suggests that the policy will be successful? What values does the policy
reflect? How does the policy cohere or conflict with existing policies? In the process of articulating a
theory of action, policy makers need to consider the leverage points the policy will address and what
design features are most likely to be effective given existing contextual conditions and any foreseeable
factors that might influence its implementation: Where are the achievement gaps in the system? Does
the policy promote greater equity? How will principals and teachers comply with the new requirements?
What resistance can be expected from special interest groups?

FIGURE 2 shows a hypothetical example of a state policy designed to expand full-day kindergarten. Since
this example is not directly related to secondary-school reform, it was purposefully chosen to illustrate
how a policy—any policy—can be analyzed using the Framework. Note that the theory of action provides
a “causal chain of logic"—i.e., a series of statements that articulate the critical relationship between
a policy's success factors and its intended or desired results. According to this theory of action, the
targeted leverage point for improving achievement in kindergarten is student access. The policy makers
are considering the use of a state-financed mandate and attendant capacity-building strategies as the
primary mechanisms of the policy’s design. In this framework, mandates must be combined with support to
ensure successful implementation. These specific success factors will, according to the theory of action,
positively influence local educational systems (districts, schools) by creating new learning experiences
and practices, particularly expanded, higher-quality kindergarten programs. Ultimately, this coherent
policy framework and presiding rationale will improve student outcomes and reduce achievement gaps
in the early elementary grades and beyond.

FIGURE 2: Operationalizing the Framework—Full-Day Kindergarten
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If the state mandates and funds full-day kindergarten, and provides professional development on how to design effective

I kindergarten programming and instruction, then districts will implement high-quality, full-day kindergarten programs that »

will increase student preparation for elementary learning and reduce numeracy and literacy achievement gaps.
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LEVERAGE

POINTS
SUCCESS The intended objectives of an educational policy or the
FACTORS entry points within the educational system that policy
makers desire to influence.
DESIGN IMPLEMENTATION
FEATURES CONTINGENCIES
SAMPLE LEVERAGE POINTS

Student Assessments
Incorporating and measuring 21t century skills in state assessments, for example, could shift what is tested, how it
is tested, and how student achievement is defined, potentially leading to the development of large-scale performance
assessments that can capture a broader range of student learning and preparation.

Teacher and Administrator Preparation and Certification
Embedding established best-practice research, proven reform strategies, and high-impact leadership skills in educator
preparation programs and certification requirements will connect job preparation with 21t century teaching and learning.

Curricular Frameworks
Modifying curricular frameworks (including strategies such as Model Curricula, Replacement Units, and Anchor Assignments)
to explicitly incorporate and prioritize 215t century skills directly affects how teachers teach, what content is taught, and
what professional development they require or seek out.

Early College High Schools and Dual-Enrollment Programs
Developing early college high schools and dual-enroliment programs can strengthen the alignment of secondary
instructional practices, assessments, and learning standards with the demands of collegiate education, while also raising
student aspirations and educational attainment by providing collegiate learning experiences to high school students.

Student Portfolios and Exhibitions
Student portfolios, exhibitions, and other performance-based demonstrations of learning, particularly when adopted as a
graduation requirement or extension of a standards-based assessment system, can significantly modify and improve how
instruction and learning take place in a school or school system.
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LEVERAGE

POINTS
SUCCESS
FACTORS
DESIGN
FEATURES
FEATURES

Policy Mechanisms
and Instruments

Policy Scope

Coherence Within and
Across Policy Contexts

Research-driven and
Practice-tested Policy

The intentional, predetermined features of a
policy—both written and unwritten—as it was

originally crafted.

IMPLEMENTATION
CONTINGENCIES

RELEVANT RESEARCH

Appropriately matching policy mechanisms—mandates, inducements, capacity-
building strategies, or system reforms, for example—with target problems or
mediating conditions increases the likelihood of policy success (McDonnell &
Elmore, 1987).

Compared to direct control, multiple policy mechanisms are more effective in
influencing local practice (Fuhrman & Elmore, 1990).

Policy pressure alone is generally insufficient when attempting to change attitudes,
beliefs, and routine practices (McLaughlin & Elmore, 1982; Fullan, 1985, 1986;
McLaughlin, 1987; Montjoy & O'Toole, 1979; Zald & Jacobs, 1978, as cited in
McLaughlin, 1987).

Ambitious and systemically focused policies are more likely to stimulate changes
in teacher behavior or efficacy than policies with more modest aspirations or
narrow objectives—i.e., policies with a narrow scope become ends in themselves,
therefore serving as diversions from broader goals (Fullan, Bennett, & Rolheiser-
Bennett, 1990; McLaughlin, 1990).

Statelevel policies exert far greater influence when the policy design and objectives
are aligned with those of districts and schools (Abelmann & Elmore, 1999; Furhman &
Elmore, 1990; Zald, 1978).

New policies are most likely to succeed when they cohere with existing district or
school policies and practices (Cohen & Hill, 2001).

Policies focused on research-based goals that offer working models of new practice
are more likely to exert a positive influence on the system (Clune, 1991).
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LEVERAGE
POINTS

The contextual factors and foreseeable contingencies
SUCCESS that may arise during the implementation of a policy
FACTORS and influence how it is interpreted and enacted.

DESIGN IMPLEMENTATION
FEATURES CONTINGENCIES

CONTINGENCIES RELEVANT RESEARCH

= The active commitment of and support from district leadership is essential to a
policy’s success (McLaughlin, 1989, 1990).

District and Principal = The district plays a key role as the interpreter of policy and the mediator in local
Leadership implementation (Louis, Febey & Schroeder, 2005).

= Principals play a crucial role in helping teachers understand a policy and influencing
how they comply with a policy (Coburn, 2005; Spillane et al., 2002).

= Sufficient capacity (adequate staff, leadership, expertise, training, etc.) at all levels—
state, district, and school—is needed to implement and ensure compliance with a
policy (Abelmann & Elmore, 1999; Firestone, Fuhrman & Kirst, 1989; McLaughlin,
1987, 1989; Zald, 1978)

Capacity

= The existence of adequate motivation (positive attitudes, supportive actions, aligned
beliefs) is critical to policy implementation, whether that motivation is present from

the beginning or developed over time (Elmore, 1995; McLaughlin, 1990).
Local Will
= The degree to which a policy is accepted by or persuasive to those responsible

for implementing the policy directly affects its ultimate success (Desimone, 2002;
Desimone, Smith & Phillips, 2007; Zald, 1978).

= The stability of policies and people (policy makers, administrators, faculty) over
time influences both the quality of implementation and the degree to which it is
Stability of Policy successfully implemented (Berends et al., 2002; Huberman & Miles, 1984).

and People = Accurately and effectively communicating a policy’s intent and design to those

responsible for implementation directly affects a policy’s success (Louis, Febey &
Schroeder, 2005; see also Zald, 1978).

= Policy that is framed to promote local agency and creative interpretation has a better

Communication of chance of success (Louis, Febey & Schroeder, 2005). NOTE: The more divergent a
Policy Intent new policy is from past practice, the more communication, leadership, and training is
required to generate the support and capacity needed for successful implementation.
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GONGLUSION

The High Leverage Policy Framework was created to help policy makers design or refine policies and
create effective implementation plans that will lead to desired outcomes in states, districts, schools, and
classrooms. Successful policy making requires a deep understanding of how policies can bring about
fundamental change, how they are interpreted and implemented at the local level, and what factors
(whether political, human, financial, or contextual) may hinder or help successful implementation. By
illuminating the complexities of policy implementation and surfacing critical elements of the policy process
most likely to produce results, the High Leverage Policy Framework advocates a holistic approach to
policy design and implementation, one that promotes greater coherence and cohesion across the three-
tiered system of state, district, and school. Policy makers who have a clear understanding of their
theory of action, and who attend to leverage points, design features, and the contingencies of policy
implementation, are more likely to realize gains in student outcomes. The New England Secondary
School Consortium and the Center for Education Policy Analysis hope this tool will promote greater
dialogue about and understanding of policies that seek to fundamentally transform secondary schooling
in Connecticut, Maine, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont.

10

HIGH LEVERAGE POLICY FRAMEWORK



REFERENGES

Abelmann, C. & Elmore, R. F. (with Even, J., Kenyon, S., & Marshall, J.) (1999). When accountability
knocks, will anyone answer? (CPRE Research Report No. RR-042). Philadelphia, PA: University
of Pennsylvania, Consortium for Policy Research in Education.

Berends, M., Chun, J., lkemoto, G. S., Stockly, S., & Briggs, R. J. (2002). Challenges of conflicting
school reforms: Effects of new American schools in a high-poverty district. Santa Monica, CA:
Rand Corporation.

Clune, W. H. (1991). Systemic educational policy: Education issues. Madison: University of Wisconsin-
Madison, Department of Political Science and the Robert M. LaFollette Institute of Public
Affairs.

Coburn, C. E. (2005, July). Shaping teacher sensemaking: School leaders and the enactment of
reading policy. Educational Policy, 19(3), 476-509.

Cohen, D. K., & Hill, H. C. (2001). Learning policy: When state education reform works. New Haven,
CT: Yale University Press.

Cohen, D. K. & Ball, D. L. (1999). Instruction, capacity, and improvement. (CPRE Research Report No.
RR-043). Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, Center for Policy Research in Education.

Desimone, L. (2002). How can comprehensive school reform models be successfully implemented?
Review of Educational Research, 72(3), 433-479.

Desimone, L., Smith, T. M., & Phillips, K. J. R. (2007). Does policy influence mathematics and science
teachers’ participation in professional development? Teachers College Record, 109(5),
1086-1122.

Elmore, R. (1995, December). Structural reform and educational practice. Educational Researcher,
24(9), 23-26.

Firestone, W. A., Fuhrman, S. H., & Kirst, M. W. (1989). The progress of reform: An appraisal of
state education initiatives. (CPRE Research Report No. RR-014). Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania, Center for Policy Research in Education.

Fuhrman, S. H. & Elmore, R. F. (1990, March). Understanding local control in the wake of state
education reform. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 12(1), 82-96.

Fullan, M. (1985, January). Change processes and strategies at the local level. Elementary School
Journal, 85(3), 391-421.

Fullan, M. (1986). Curriculum implementation. In M. Eraut (Ed.), The international encyclopedia of
educational technology (pp. 485-491). Oxford: Pergamon Press.

NEW ENGLAND SECONDARY SCHOOL CONSORTIUM

11



Fullan, M., Bennett, B., & Rolheiser-Bennett, C. (1990, May). Linking classroom and school
improvement. Educational Leadership, 47(8), 13-15, 17-19.

Huberman, A. M., & Miles, M. B. (1984). Innovation up close: How school improvement works.
New York, NY: Plenum Press.

Louis, K. S., Febey, K., & Schroeder, R. (2005). State-mandated accountability in high schools:
Teachers’ interpretations of a new era. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 27(2),
177-204.

McDonnell, L. M., & EImore, R. F. (1987). Getting the job done: Alternative policy instruments.
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 9(2), 133-152.

McLaughlin, M. W. (1987). Learning from experience: Lessons from policy implementation. Educational
Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 9(2), 171-178.

McLaughlin, M. W. (1989). The RAND Change Agent Study ten years later: Macro perspectives and
micro realities. Stanford, CA: Center for Research on the Context of Secondary School
Teaching.

McLaughlin, M. W. (1990). Embracing contraries: Implementing and sustaining teacher evaluation. In
J. Millman & L. Darling-Hammond (Eds.), The new handbook of teacher evaluation: Assessing
elementary and secondary school teachers (pp. 403-415). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin.

McLaughlin, M. W., & EImore, R. F. (1982). Implementation of federal education programs: Implications
for future federal policy. Peabody Journal of Education, 60(1), 8-19.

Montjoy, R. S., & O'Toole, L. J. (1979, September-October). Toward a theory of policy implementation:
An organizational perspective. Public Administration Review, 39(5), 465-476.

Spillane, J. P., Diamond, J. B., Burch, P., Hallett, T., Jita, L., & Zoltners, J. (2002). Managing in the
middle: School leaders and the enactment of accountability policy. Educational Policy, 16(5).
731-762.

Zald, M. (1978, September). On the social control of industries. Social Forces, 57(11), 79-102.

Zald, M. N, & Jacobs, D. (1978). Compliance/incentive classifications of organizations: Underlying
dimensions. Administration and Society, 9(4), 403-424.

12

HIGH LEVERAGE POLICY FRAMEWORK



A SPEGIAL THANKS

The authors of this tool would like to express our gratitude and appreciation to the New England Secondary
School Consortium Council, our regional steering committee, for the support and leadership it provided
during the first year of our existence. As champions for the vision, mission, and goals of the Consortium,
the Council has been instrumental in making our work—including this resource—a success.

CONNECTICUT RHODE ISLAND

= Mark McQuillan, Commissioner of Education = Deborah Gist, Commissioner of Education

= George Coleman, Deputy Commissioner of Education = Andrea Castaneda, Accelerating School Performance Division Chief

= Barbara Beaudin, Associate Commissioner of Education = Sharon Lee, Director of the Office of Multiple Pathways

= Karen Addesso, Education Consultant, Bureau of Data Collection, = Louis DiPalma, State Senator + Senate Education Committee Member
Research and Evaluation = Joseph McNamara, State Representative + Chair of the House Education

= Andrea Stillman, State Senator + Deputy Majority Leader Committee

= Toni Boucher, State Senator + Senate Education Committee Member = Colleen Callahan, Secretary of the State Board of Regents

= Tom Reynolds, State Representative + Vice Chair of the = Janet Durfee-Hidalgo, Education Policy Advisor to Governor Carcieri

House Education Committee
= Jay Voss, Co-Chair of the State Board of Education

= Brion Carroll, Director of the Lifespan Learning Institute

= Debra Borrero, Policy and Legislative Affairs Liaison to Governor Rell VERMONT

= Mike Meotti, Commissioner of Higher Education ) o .
_ . . = Armando Vilaseca, Commissioner of Education
= Diane Ullman, Superintendent of Schools, Simsbury o ,
= Rae Ann Knopf, Deputy Commissioner of Education

= John Fischer, Director of Secondary Education

MAINE = Peter Peltz, State Representative + House Education Committee Member
= Angela Faherty, Commissioner of Education = Kathy Larsen, Vice Chair of the Vermont Board of Education
= Wanda Monthey, Department of Education Policy Director - Tim Donovan, Chancellor of Vermont State Colleges
» Dan Hupp, State Director of Assessment and Standards = David Coriell, Special Assistant to Governor Douglas
= Lora Downing, Career and Technical Education State Director = Tami Esbjerg, Proprietor of Studio di Disegno
= Justin Alfond, State Senator + Chair of the Education and Cultural Affairs
Committee

= Mary Nelson, State Representative + Education and Cultural Affairs AT-LARGE MEMBERS
Committee Member = Nicholas Donohue, President and CEO of the Nellie Mae Education

= James Banks, Chair of the State Board of Education Foundation

= Jacob Ludes, Executive Director of the New England Association of
Schools and Colleges

= Michael Thomas, President and CEO of the New England Board of Higher
Education

= Deborah Friedman, Senior Policy Advisor to Governor Baldacci
= Al Noyes, President of Walch Publishing

NEW HAMPSHIRE

= Virginia Barry, Commissioner of Education
= Paul Leather, Deputy Commissioner of Education
= Molly Kelly, State Senator + Chair of the Senate Committee on Education

= Emma Rous, State Representative + Chair of the House Committee
on Education

= John Lyons, Chair of the New Hampshire State Board of Education
= Christen Lavers, Special Assistant for Policy to Governor Lynch
= Fred Kocher, President of Kocher & Company, Inc.



The New England Secondary School Consortium is a
pioneering regional partnership committed to fostering
forward-thinking innovations in the design and delivery of
secondary education across the New England region. The
five partner states of Connecticut, Maine, New Hampshire,
Rhode Island, and Vermont believe that our bold vision,
shared goals, and innovative strategies will empower us
to close persistent achievement gaps, promote greater
educational equity and opportunity for all students, and
lead our educators into a new era of secondary schooling.
The Consortium’s goal is to ensure that every public high
school student in our states receives an education that
prepares them for success in the colleges, careers, and
communities of the 215t century.
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